Ten autistic and ten normal children were given, a stimulus generalization test following simultaneous visual discrimination learning. The present experiment consisted of two tasks. In the first task, the subjects were instructed to discriminate parallelograms differing in degrees of angular displacement. In the second task, the number of hearts arranged like the spots on a die was manipulated as the discrimination stimuli. There were six generalization testing stimuli used in both tasks. In the first task, no generalization gradient was found in either group, while in the second task, a mild generalization gradient was found in both groups. Unexpectedly, it was revealed that there was no difference in the stimulus generalization gradient between the autistic and the normal group. The important finding was that the autistic children were also capable of generalizing stimuli, if adequate stimuli and an appropriate procedure were used, suggesting that it is possible to enhance training effects for autistic children.
Clinical observation has revealed that autistic children have rigid, persistent behaviors, such as stubbornly sticking to the same route or the same store despite the existence of alternatives. This phenomenon is referred to as " insistence on sameness ", one of Rutter's (1978) four criteria for identifying autistic children. It may be that unfamiliarity is so disruptive to their learning that autistic children may be confused by even a little environmental change. In experimental situations, this problem is attributable to their undergeneralization or poor stimulus reception. Rimiland (1964) suggests that such behavioral rigidity results in the impairment of the stimulus generalization ability. It is hypothesized here that in the stimulus generalization experiment, autistic children exhibit a steeper generalization gradient than do normal children.
Previous studies of stimulus generalization with autistic children have been conducted only from the view points of therapy and treatment (e.g., I,ovaas, Koegel, Simmons, & Long, 1973; Zifferblatt, Burton, Horner, & White 1977; Handleman, 1979) . Results of these studies indicate that generalization effects can be obtained from autistic children if training and test environments are similar (Koegel, Egel, & Williams, 1980) and that it is necessary to teach them new responses in various situations and to alter their daily environments so as to make them experience the appropriate contingencies (Margolies, 1977) . However, there is little research on stimulus control by autistic children in the stimulus generalization paradigm.
The purpose of the present experiment was to examine stimulus generalization following simultaneous discrimination learning and to demonstrate stimulus control by autistic children. There were two tasks used with the first requiring subjects to discriminate two parallelograms differing in angular degrees and the other to discriminate die-look dot arrangements differing in dot numbers.
Method

Subjects
Subjects were ten autistic and ten normal children. There were two girls in the autistic group and seven girls in the 
Results
For TA 1, the mean number of trials to criterion was 23.2 in the autistic group and 14.9 in the normal control group, respectively.
The difference between the two groups was found to be nonsignificant. Two 'autistic children needed 50 trials to reach the criterion, whereas in the normal group, the number of maximum trials to the criterion was 26. For TA 2, the difference between the groups in the mean number of trials to the criterion (14.2 for the autistic and 11.7 for the normal group) was also nonsignificant. One autistic subject was excluded from the experiment in TA 2 because of her failing to meet the criterion within 50 trials. Therefore, the data of the autistic group in TA 2 were from the remaining nine subjects. The differences in the mean number of trials to the criterion between TA 1 and TA 2 were nonsignificant for both the autistic and normal groups. Unlike the normal group, however, the autistic group showed a tendency that learning of TA 1 was slower than that of TA 2. (But, there was no statistically significant difference between the two tasks.) Then, there is no need to consider the original learning rate with regard to results of generalization because of no statistical difference of original learning trials between the two groups. Figure 1 shows mean percent of correct responses to each stimulus during the generalization test for the autistic and the normal control group. The results of an analysis of variance of Groups-by-Test Stimuli indicated that the main effect of stimuli was significant in both tasks: F(5, 90)=13.60, p<.005, for TA 1, and F(5, 85)=23.57, p<.005, for TA 2. This statistical calculation utilized an arcsine not represent a general response tendency of autistic children. The fact that autistic children responded only to the headlessfigure stimulus at a low rate and overgeneralized other figure stimuli may be taken to mean that the head or face stimulus was processed as a special stimulus by autistic children. For example, Langdell (1978) suggested that the ability to recognize peers' faces under the masked condition was different between autistic and normal children. Namely, older autistic children were superior to normal children in the recognition of inverted faces. Thus, the finding of Fein et al. is attributable to autistic children's characteristic face recognition which seems to depend only on face stimuli with no processing of other parts of the figure. The overgeneralization exhibited by the autistic subjects of Fein et al. allows an alternative explanation which suggests that the overgeneralization is due to delayed development. Landau (1968) found that younger subjects exhibited a flatter generalization gradient than did adult subjects. In Fein ct al.'s study, there was a large difference in mental age between the autistic and the normal group, since the two groups were matched only on the mean CA. This shortcoming in the study of Fein et al. confused the interpretation of the results in that it remained unclear as to whether overgeneralization by autistic group was due to one of autistic characteristics or simply delayed development.
In conclusion, special stimuli like cartoon figures seems to be inadequate to examine the stimulus generalization tendency by autistic subjects. The present experiment showed that autistic children were able to perform stimulus generalization, following discrimination learning, if adequate stimuli were used. In short, in TA 1, a generalization gradient may be found if any parallelogram except a square was served as the S+. The present experiment, however, reported an important fact that the ability of generalization between the autistic and the normal group was not different. 
